
Appendix 1: Analysis of Consultation Reponses (pre-publication phase)

The consultation was sent out across the district and the following people were 
consulted:

Ensuring the sufficiency of specialist places in Bradford’s Special Schools
Group Method 

Parents/Carers School websites, Bradford Council Website, 
Bradford Local Offer Website and Bradford 
Schools Online.
Attendance at public consultation meetings
Schools Forum Documentation

All Bradford Schools – Headteachers 
and Governing Bodies

E-mail
Bradford Council Website, Bradford Local Offer 
Website and Bradford Schools Online.
Attendance at public consultation meetings
Schools Forum Documentation

All Trade Union Representatives E-mail and published online

Neighbouring Local Authorities, 
Director of Children’s Services

E-mail and published online

CE Diocese, RC Diocese, Council of 
Mosques

E-mail and published online

Youth Voice E-mail and published online

Parish Councils, Neighbourhood 
Forums

E-mail and published online

Elected Members E-mail and published online 
Briefing can be organised if requested

Members of Parliament E-mail and published online

Bradford and Airedale Primary Care 
Trusts/Clinical Commissioning Groups

E-mail and published online

SENDIASS E-mail and published online

Bradford and Airedale Parents Forum E-mail and published online

Bradford Council Staff E-mail, BSO and Bradnet
Attendance at public consultation meetings 

There were 3 public meetings arranged at the following times and venues: 

 Monday 25th March: 13:30 – 15:00 Margaret McMillan Tower, Bradford BD1 1NN
 Monday 9th April: 17:30 – 19:00 Margaret McMillan Tower, Bradford BD1 1NN
 Monday 9th April: 10:00 – 11:30 Keighley Library Annexe, Spencer Street, 

Keighley BD21 2BN

There was limited attendance at the meetings, however this allowed for a more in-
depth discussion to take place with parents and interested parties.



125 people responded to the on-line consultation, with an additional 4, at public 
meetings. Many people who responded had dual roles within the community and 
school; however their main role was used for analysis purposes.  The main group of 
respondents were parents. 
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1. Do you agree that there is a need for additional provision to be developed 
across the District for children and young people with SEND?
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0%
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No

Do you agree that there is need for additional 
places? 

100% of the respondents agreed there was need for additional provision. The strong 
message that came out of the on-line and public meetings was: that there needs to be more 
suitable, sustainable, well-funded local provision to ensure children and young people’s 
needs are being met within their local community. 

Conclusion: The respondents strongly agree there is a need for additional specialist places. 

Action: The LA to explore where provision can be developed and take into consideration 
comments from respondents to ensure they are suitable, well-funded and sustainable. 



2. Do you agree we need to increase specialist places in the existing provisions?
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The majority of respondents opted for the main three provisions offered. 24 people 
responded with details of an ‘other’ option or elaborated on their choices. 

These ranged from siting provision within Primary and Secondary schools – so the provision 
was within the local schools and not in specialist provision- to alternative pathways, 
especially for C&YP within the secondary school system. 

This is a selection of the comments which were reflected in most of the feedback to this 
question: 

 Alternative providers for students who needs an alternative pathway but not through 
Special Schools

 There is a massive need for SEMH provision.  We need primary SEMH schools and 
secondary SEMH& DSPs.

 Enhanced Provision - for cyp with academic ability but require a more specialist 
environment.

 Additionally there should  be increased support for those on the edge of mainstream
 Decent alternate provision offering bespoke vocational curriculum and pathways to 

apprenticeships.
 Also train up staff within mainstream to better meet needs
 All including more main stream school links to aid staff who are currently dealing with 

special case
 Create new specialist settings for SEMH provision

Conclusion;
The majority of respondents wanted to see an increase in provision across all current 
specialist provisions and the development on additional provision. 

Action: The LA to explore models of delivery and pathways for C&YP, to meet their 
individual needs and how this can be achieved within the limited capital budget. 



3. Do you agree that we should develop Resourced Provision in Mainstream 
schools across the district?

92%

8%
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Do you agree that we should develop 
Resourced Provision in Mainstream schools across 

the district? 

The majority of respondents, 92% agreed with developing resourced provision in 
mainstream schools. However there were a small number of people who did not. 

Upon respondents hearing a detailed explanation of the RP model during the public 
consultation meetings, people felt this would be of benefit to children and young people.

Comments against the RP Model were: 

 As the aunt of 2 special needs young people; a special school rather than 
mainstream served them best

 Because the funding will not match the provision that would need to be put in place to 
make the placement successful

 Schools already has resources that can help children with   SEND, the real issue is 
specialist provision and staffing.

 There are a large number of children who are capable of accessing a mainstream 
curriculum but the environment of a mainstream school is not suitable for the child's 
needs which inhibit their access to education. They are therefore unable to reach 
their potential.

 Students with additional needs in mainstream secondary schools rarely get the 
support they need as there isn’t the expertise across all staff

 They don’t have the expertise and cant cope, mainstream is overcrowded and too 
busy for a lot of sen children

 Don’t know what this is -everything needs more funding
 Only if they have the same offer as specialist provisions (not "second class" 

provision.)
 Not sure mainstream schools are willing to understand the SEMH needs of children.

Conclusion:
The vast majority of respondents were in favour of the RP model. 

Action: The LA needs to address the concerns of the respondents and will look at how we 
explain the resourced provision model on the LO pages. We also will explore training issues 
around the whole staff teams in potential schools that host a proposed RP as part of the 
expansion strategy. 



4. Do you agree we should increase specialist places across the district by 
creating new provision as well as utilising existing provision?

98%

2%
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Do you agree we should increase specialist 
places across the district by creating new 

provision as well as utilising existing 
provision? 

The majority of respondents, 98% agreed with increasing specialist places across the district 
by utilising unused space within schools. However there were a small number of 
respondents, 2% who did not. The parents and professionals who attended the public events 
also agreed and felt that within the budget constraints this is a better option, however if the 
budget allowed it would prefer specialist provision after primary school. 

Comments against using existing provision were: 

 I believe separation is required for a specialist service and to avoid bullying - special 
schools are just that - special(its) and personal not mainstream

 Because ideally we want the children to be in mainstream with the resources to meet 
needs in the mainstream

 A lot autistic kids can't cope with big classroom sizes. Need to build new specialist 
schools

Conclusion: The vast majority of respondents agreed with increasing specialist places 
across the district, by creating new provision as well as utilising existing provision.

However as a Local Authority we recognise that there is a need for more specialist places, 
particularly for children with SEMH and ASD. Creating more specialist places within the 
mainstream provision that will focus on these two areas of need. 

The LA continue to work with DfE colleagues regarding the LA Commissioned Free School 
for C&YP with SEMH needs.
 
Action: Continue to work with the DfE regarding the LA Commissioned Free School for 
C&YP with SEMH needs. Also to consider a balance of SEMH secondary provision across 
the district. 



5. What area of the District do you think needs additional places?
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The consultation documents included the below map, defining the areas.

There were issues with the format within the first day of the consultation launch, which was 
quickly rectified. The fault resulted in 40 people not being able to make multiple choices to 
this question. Where they stated in the comments (14) that they wanted different areas this 
has been applied and is reflected in the results.  

All respondents chose 1 area or more and 39% chose all 6 areas. South and Shipley 
received the most responses, closely followed by East and Keighley. Ilkley was an area 
identified in the last consultation where a lack of provision, resulting in children either 
traveling long distances or having to go out of authority for their education.  

Conclusion: The results showed a split across the areas where people identified a need for 
provision. 

Action:  The LA to ensure there is a range of provision across the district, that will contribute 
to reduced travel times for pupils.

There were 45 other comments received, where people had the opportunity to provide any 
further details on the expansion of places. 

These can be grouped into 5 areas although some respondents covered multiple areas



1. Type of provision needed (11)
2. Areas where provision is needed (4)
3. Training of staff/ schools (5)
4. Funding.(11)  
5. Other (16) 

.
Types of provision: All of the responses sited either SEMH or ASD as being a priority. They expressed that there 
was a lack of provision to meet their needs: particularly at secondary school age, where it was felt that the current 
environments did not meet C&YP’s needs. One person did comment about the lack of after school provision.

Conclusion: The types of provisions the LA are proposing to develop is SEMH & ASD. This reflected in the feedback 
within the survey. 

Action: LA to continue to monitor C&YP’s needs including out of school provision for children and young people.

 Areas where provision is needed: There were 3 separate areas commented upon, these were; Keighley, Ilkley 
and Bingley in relation to secondary provision. One respondent suggested using the faith schools where there are 
falling rolls across the district.

Conclusion: The areas identified in the question were ones identified in the main survey. Ilkley is currently being 
developed from an earlier consultation. Bingley comes under the Shipley area where developments are being 
proposed. Keighley has had places expansions in the primary/ pre-school age group. The LA is currently exploring 
options in this area for additional secondary provision.  

Action: LA to continue to explore the use of schools with falling rolls

Training of staff/ schools: Respondents expressed that there should be compulsory or whole school training 
around SEMH and ASD. They felt this would benefit staff and pupils in their understanding. There were concerns 
raised that there is a rise in children presenting with mental health issues which is causing increasing demands on 
teachers who have not specialised in this area.

Conclusion: All respondents felt specific staff training in the new provisions was vital, however also expressed a 
need for a whole school approach to benefit all pupils. 

Action: LA to work closely with identified schools regarding the need for specialist training.
Funding: Respondents expressed concerns over the underfunding of places. Some stated they felt children’s needs 
were not being met, as there was insufficient funding for additional staffing/ resources in mainstream schools, where 
budgets were already stretched. Some expressed they wanted their child within a mainstream school, in their local 
area, but the complexities of their SEMH was not always being met in a busy secondary school.  

Conclusion: All of the proposed additional special school places will be funded in accordance with the local 
determined funding formula for special educational needs pupils. The revenue funding for all of the 
additional places is included in the High Needs Block (HNB) allocation determined by the Schools Forum.  

Action: The funding mechanism to be published on BSO and the Local Offer Website.

Other comments: there was a wide range of observational comments and concerns raised about the system of 
assessments, particularly around the time taken to have an EHCP assessment or review. There were concerns 
about mainstream schools being able to meet children’s needs, particularly around SEMH. 

Conclusion: The range of comments will assist with the planning and development of proposed places.

Action: 
 Specific concerns have been feedback to the necessary teams concerned and actions will be posted on the 

LO website in the ‘You said we did’ section


